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SUMMARY

In the following Comments, MCI shows that:

The Commission’s definition of CMRS is adequate,
and a reclassification of an SMR is not
appropriate.

The question of whether providers of mobile service
should be subject to further forbearance ought to
be considered in other proceedings.

Sweeping all CMRS offerings under Title II would be
ill-advised.

No additional rules are presently needed to allow
incumbent CMRS providers to better compete with
newly reclassified private carriers.

An investigation into the structural separation
requirements of Section 22.901 is not presently
warranted.

The Commission should withhold Jjudgment on
accounting and affiliated transaction guidelines
until further review is performed.

No evidence is presented which would warrant a
ruling that states may not mandate CMRS-to-CMRS
interconnection or unbundling.

With the qualifications, mentioned herein,
clarification of alien ownership limits may be
appropriate.
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In the Matter of

Implementation of Sections 3 (n) GN Docket No. 93-252

and 332 of the Communications Act

Regulatory Treatment of Mobile
Services

MCI COMMENTS

MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) hereby
provides its comments in response to petitions for
reconsideration filed by various parties in this proceeding.
To the extent MCI does not address specifically any position
reflected in the petitions for reconsideration that were
filed, its not doing so should not be interpreted to imply
MCI concurrence in the positions taken.

I. £i i

MCI disagrees with the assertion of the American Mobile
Telecommunications Association (AMTA) that the Commission
definition of CMRS is overboard and inconsistent with the
intent of Congress.! The Commission’s definition was
supported by the vast majority of commenters in the CMRS
proceeding, including MCI, and, MCI submits, properly
reflects Congressional intent.

AMTA's request that "small business" CMRS providers be

reclassified as "private" is inappropriate.? If "small

1 AMTA Pet. Recon. at 1.

2 I1d. at 7-9.



business" CMRS providers are unreasonably burdened, the
statute, as AMTA acknowledges in passing, provides a
remedy.’ The Commission may adopt a policy of further
forbearance, where appropriate, to classes of carriers.!
This issue is being considered by the Commission in Docket
No. 94-33, and AMTA should pursue its request for relief
there.

Finally, AMTA's suggestion that the Commission
reclassify as private an SMR with 50,000 customers is not,
as AMTA implies, comparable to the Commission’s
classification of small telephone companies.’ 1In the
dispatch market, a single "customer" account could include

tens, hundreds, or even thousands of mobile units.®

II. Forbearance Igsues

GTE Service Corporation (GTE) seeks further elimination
of what it perceives as unnecessary and burdensome
regulation on providers of mobile public phone service.

Specifically, GTE asks the Commission to forbear from

3 See Pub. L. No. 103-66, Title VI, 107 Stat. 312
(1993). See, algo, AMTA pet. recon. at 7.

4 Id. at 8.

5 Id. at 7

¢ See Report and Oyder, In the Matter of

A ?_" . d e A .lA s !
Figcal Year, MD Docket No. 94-19, adopted June 3, 1994,
released June 8, 1994, at 30-33, which treats differently
mobile radio subscribers and subscribers of telephone access
lines.



3
applying the Operator Service Provider/Aggregator provisions
of Section 226 of the Communications Act to CMRS providers,
citing as support for its position the absence of any
complaints of "blocking" of IXC calls from mobile public
phones.” MCI believes that the question of whether
providers of mobile public phone service should -- as a
class -- be subject to further forbearance is one which
should be made on a record developed in GN Docket 94-33, and
not in response to a petition for reconsideration in this
proceeding. GTE additionally claims that cellular carriers
are disadvantaged vis-a-vig other carriers and other CMRS
providers,® are also more appropriately addressed in the
further forbearance rulemaking.

GTE asks the Commission to clarify that all CMRS
offerings, including auxiliary services -- even if otherwise
"enhanced" -- are subject to Title II regulation with
forbearance.® GTE claims that this approach is necessary in
order to minimize intrusive and burdensome state
regulation.!” Granting GTE’s request would be inconsistent
with the underlying purpose of the Commission’s enhanced
services rules, which permit the offering of "enhanced

services" without subjecting the provider therefore to Title

7 GTE Pet. Recon. at 1.
8 Id. at 7-8.

9 Id. at 1.

10 Id. at 12.
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II regulation.“ Moreover, GTE’s request, which refers
generally to all CMRS offerings? is too vague to permit a
reasoned ruling on its request. Today, prospective CMRS
providers, including Local Exchange Carriers (LECs), engage
in the provision of a broad range of "auxiliary services"
and products, many of which (information services, voice-
mail, CPE, and billing and collection services) are today
beyond the scope of Title II regulation. To sweep all
auxiliary offerings or those deemed to be "enhanced" under
Title II would be ill-advised, particularly in the absence
of any factual record to support such an action.

McCaw Cellular Communications, Inc. (McCaw) asserts
that the Commission should adopt rules giving incumbent CMRS
providers, including cellular carriers, adequate flexibility
to meet competition from newly reclassified private
carriers, including flexibility to price services to meet
individual customer needs.?® McCaw also asks the Commission
to clarify that all CMRS providers have authority to utilize
their licensed frequencies to provide service on a "private
carriage" basis.!* McCaw also requests that the burden in

complaint cases be shifted, such that a CMRS rate would not

1 See Section 64.702 of the Commission’s rules and
Regulation, 47 C.F.R. § 64.702.

12 Id. at 13.
B McCaw pet. recon. at 12.

14 1d. at 15.



5
be held discriminatory or otherwise unlawful if other
providers in the marketplace charge "similar" rates for
"equivalent" services.®

McCaw’s requests should be denied. This Commission has
never engaged in price regulation of interstate cellular
services, so it is difficult to fathom what additional
pricing flexibility McCaw would need to meet competition
from newly reclassified private carriers.

Moreover, under the new statutory framework, those
formerly private carriers either are now or will soon be
common carriers subject to forbearance, just like McCaw and
all other cellular carriers. Even if the Commission could
lawfully permit McCaw to engage in private carriage within
the CMRS framework, it would be ill advised to do so at such
an early date, absent marketplace experiences that disclose
the public interest would be served by such a move. As the
Commission itself has noted repeatedly, it has been unable
to conclude that the cellular market is effectively
competitive.

In a highly concentrated market such as cellular, where
both the number of suppliers and available communications
capacity are limited, "private carriage" authority is
virtually certain to result in unreasonable price
discrimination. Standing alone, private carriage authority

in today'’'s cellular market would result in substantial harm

15 Id. at 13-14.
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to those consumers who represent "small accounts" and, by
definition, lack the wherewithal to negotiate service
arrangements that reasonably serve their interests. If
private carriage rights were authorized simultaneously with
the adoption of McCaw'’s proposed revised burden of proof in
complaint proceedings, cellular carrier incumbents would
obtain unwarranted and virtually unrestrained flexibility to
charge smaller customers with little bargaining power all
that the market would bear, while locking lucrative large
accounts into long-term favorable rates in advance of
competitive entry.

Finally, the Commission should consider the impact of
private carriage authority on other Commission initiatives.
Just last week, the Commission tentatively concluded that
all cellular carriers should be required to provide equal
access to interexchange carriers.!® AT&T has publicly
pledged that McCaw will provide equal access if its proposed
acquisition of McCaw is approved and consummated. The
Commission is obligated to consider, given the substantial
benefits that equal access provides, whether McCaw’s
conversion of some or all of its customers to private
carriage would, or should, enable it to evade the
"commitment" to equal access -- a common carrier obligation

~-- that AT&T has made on its behalf.

16 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket 94-54,

adopted June 9, 1994.
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The New York Department of Public Service (NYDPS),
asserts that the Commission may not preempt state regulation
of rates for intrastate interconnection offerings of CMRS
providers.!” MCI agrees in principle with NYDPS, in that
the Commission appears to have gone well beyond the
authority conferred by Congress when, for example, it
ordered the mandatory detariffing of "CMRS access."
However, given the brevity of the NYDPS petition, the scope
of NYDPS’ opposition is not entirely clear. NYDPS clearly
objects to preemption of state rate regulation of CMRS
interconnection offerings if CMRS-to-CMRS interconnection is
mandated.'® It is not clear that NYDPS shares MCI's view
that mandatory detariffing of all CMRS access offerings --
and not merely those which are encompassed in CMRS-to-CMRS

interconnection -- exceeds the Commission’s authority.

ITII. LEC/CMRS Subsidiary Separation

Ameritech asks the FCC to initiate a further proceeding
to investigate whether "structural separation" requirements
of Section 22.901 should continue to be imposed, citing the
"competitive nature" of the CMRS marketplace as the premise
for discontinuing the requirement.! The Commission has

already pledged to examine this issue in a follow-up

17 NYDPS pet. recon. at 3.
18 ;[-g.

19 Ameritech pet. recon. at 3.
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rulemaking, which should be initiated in the near future.
It would be inappropriate, therefore, to address this issue,
at this stage of this proceeding because interested parties
have not had adequate notice and an opportunity to comment
on the question.

In any event, there is no record to support any lifting
of the restriction at this time. Although Ameritech claims
that CMRS is already competitive,?® the Commission has been
unable to find that cellular -- which today accounts for the
vast majority of CMRS subscribers and revenues -- is "fully
competitive."? 1In this regard, the Commission recently
pledged to institute a monitoring proceeding to gather
information on the state of competition in cellular.

Structural separation requirements should not be lifted
in anticipation of competitive entry; the Bell Operating
Company’s (and other major LECs with in-region cellular
interests) have the ability and incentive to impede the
entry of CMRS competition, to overcharge for access and
interconnection, and to discriminate unreasonably in the
quality and types of service provided to competitors.
Therefore, structural separation requirements cannot be

lifted prematurely.

2 Id. at 2.
n See, generally, In the Matter of Implementation of

io Act. R

Sectiong 3(n) and 332 of the Communications Act. Regulatory
Treatment of Mobile Services, GN Docket No. 93-252, adopted
Feb. 3, 1994, at 54-62.
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Pacific Bell asks the Commission to clarify that, when
a LEC opts to provide (regulated) CMRS through a separate
(regulated) subsidiary, the Part 64 cost allocation and
affiliate transaction rules should not apply as between the
LEC and its PCS subsidiary, but only to the relationship
between the regulated service providers and unregulated
affiliates.? Pacific Bell also asks that the Commission
clarify that a subsidiary of a LEC providing CMRS is not
required to adopt the Part 32 Uniform System of Accounts.?
Pacific Bell asserts that its PCS Safeguards plan, when
filed, will provide further information on the accounting
safeguards and affiliate transactions guidelines between the
PCS subsidiary and Pacific Bell, and will demonstrate that
appropriate separation will be maintained at all times.?

It is impossible to assess whether the accounting
safeguards and affiliate transaction guidelines to be
proposed in Pacific Bell’s PCS Safeguards plan will be
adequate. While "structural separation," as a general rule,
facilitates detection of cross-subsidization and other forms
of abuse, the term has been used to describe a wide range of
corporate structures, including some which practice
separation in name only. MCI believes that the Commission

should withhold judgment on whether its existing accounting

2 Pacific Bell pet. recon. at 2.
2 Id. at 5.

2 Id. at 4.
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safeguards and affiliate transaction guidelines are
appropriate in the CMRS context until such time as the
Commission and interested parties have had an opportunity to
review and comment upon the PCS Safeguards plans of Pacific

Bell and other similarly situated companies.

Iv. 1 ti

McCaw, like MCI, requests that the Commission clarify
that the LECs’ mutual compensation obligation and their
obligation to negotiate in good faith apply to intrastate as
well as interstate interconnection.® Today most cellular
service is intrastate in nature; the intrastate nature is
expected to also characterize CMRS traffic in the future.
Therefore it is imperative that principles of mutual
compensation be mandated for both interstate and intrastate
traffic if competition is to be fully promoted.

McCaw asks the Commission to rule that states may not
mandate CMRS-to-CMRS interconnection or mandate unbundling
pending completion of Commission review.?® The National
Association of Regulatory Commissioners (NARUC), asks the
opposite, namely, that the Commission clarify that all
igsues related to CMRS interconnection (including
jurisdictional issues and unbundling) remain open pending

the conclusion of the proceeding resulting from the

McCaw pet. recon. at 5.

% 1d.
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Commission’s notice of inquiry on interconnection.? MCI
submits that McCaw has not demonstrated need for the relief
it is seeking. As a general matter, the initiation of
Commission inquiry on this or any other topic is no
impediment to action in those states which have already
commenced rulemakings on these topics, nor is it apparent
that many such state proceedings are underway. MCI does not
anticipate that many state commissions will devote
significant resources to CMRS-to-CMRS interconnection issues
until interested parties -- principally new entrants to CMRS
-- raise these issues at the state level.®

Unlike state commissions, this Commission is obligated
to move expeditiously to address the interconnection rights
and obligations of CMRS providers, not just vis-a-vis LECs,
but also with one another. Without an "equal terms"
requirement, the LECs have the motivation and the market
power to impede CMRS entrants substantially. vThe Commission
should therefore consider mandating a condition of "under
terms no less favorable" than what LEC provide each other

with regard to interconnection.? More generally, the scope

z NARUC pet. recon. at 3.

28 Those states which do adopt  CMRS-to-CMRS
interconnection requirements or mandatory unbundling of CMRS
offerings will, of course, be well advised to consider the
likelihood of federal preemption, should the Commission adopt
a different set of requirements for application on a

nationwide basis.

» The term should be read to include rates and type of
services.
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of interconnection and access rights and obligations should

be established as soon as possible.®

V. Clarifications

McCaw asks the Commission to clarify that state
regulatory authority over "other terms and conditions" does
not permit a state to require CMRS providers to file
"informational" tariffs. MCI does not believe such a
"clarification" is necessary or appropriate at this time.
Tariff rules, both substantive and procedural, vary widely
from state to state. It is not clear that any state which
required CMRS providers to file "informational" tariffs
would be abusing its authority with regard to imposing
"other terms and conditions," nor is it at all clear that a
requirement to file informational tariffs would amount to
erecting impermissible entry barriers or engaging in the
unlawful regulation of CMRS rates.

CUE Network Corporation (CUE) and SEIKO

Telecommunication Systems, Inc. (SEIKO), operators of FM

30 National Cellular Resellers Association (NCRA),
asserts that the Commission is obligated to adopt final rules
by August 10 of this year. (See NCRA pet. recon. at 10.)
Interconnection is likely to account for a substantial portion
of system construction and operating costs. By addressing
these issues expeditiously, the Commission can begin the
process of informing prospective operators of the expected
magnitude of these costs. MCI agrees that the Commission
should avoid further delay in addressing the question of
CMRS-to-CMRS interconnection rights and obligations. MCI is
pleased that the Commission voted on June 9, 1994 to initiate
a proceeding in which this issue and other related issues will
be addressed.
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subcarrier paging systems, ask the Commission to clarify
that alien ownership limits do not apply to providers of FM
subcarrier paging systems, which hold "authorizations" but
not "licenses."¥

Although MCI has no quarrel with the basic thrust of
the CUE and SEIKO petitions, MCI urges the Commission to
tailor carefully any relief it grants here. The term
"authorization" has been used in numerous services other
than FM subcarrier paging and, in some contexts, denotes an
award which can be converted into a radio station license by
completion of construction or by commencement of commercial
operation. The Commission should not adopt any rule change
that would have the effect of permitting those who are not
qualified to hold a license to acquire "authorizations" --
either through the competitive bidding process or some other
Commission process -- for the purpose of trafficking in
those "authorizations" for a quick profit in the secondary

market before the "authorizations" become "licenses."

3 CUE pet. recon. at 3; SEIKO pet. recon. at 1-2.
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VI. Conclugion
WHEREFORE, MCI respectfully requests that the
Commission consider these comments in deciding the matters
before it on reconsideration.
Respectfully submitted,

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

By:

1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2372

Its Attorneys

Dated: June 16, 1994




F VICE

I Karen Dove, hereby certify that on this 16th day of June,
1994, copies of the foregoing "COMMENTS" in GN Docket No. 93-252
were served by first-class mail, postage prepaid upon the parties
on list below, except as otherwise indicated.

William F. Caton*

Acting Secretary

Office of the Secretary

Federal Communications
Commission

1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222

Washington, D.C. 20554

John Cimkeo, Jr.*

Chief, Mobile Services Division

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

1919 M Street, N.W., Room 644

Washington, D.C. 20554

Ralph Haller*

Chief, Private Radio Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

2025 M Street, N.W., Room 5202

Washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcription
Servicex*

1919 M Street, N.W., Room 214

Washington, D.C. 20554

Carl W. Northrop

Bryan Cave

Arch Communications Group, Inc.
Suite 700

700 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3960

Raymond G. Bender, Jr.

Michael D. Basgile

Steven F. Morris

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson

1255 Twenty-third Street, N.W.
Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20037

Phillip L. Spector

Susan E. Ryan

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton
& Garrison

1615 L, Street, N.W.

Suite 1300

Washington, D.C. 20036

John D. Lane

Robert M. Gurss

Wilkes, Artis, Hendrick
& Lane, Chartered

1666 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

Corwin D. Moore, Jr.

Administrative Coordinator

Personal Radio Steering Group

P.O. Box 2851

Ann Arbor, MI 48106

Kathy L. Shobert

General Communications Inc.

888 l6th Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael Hirsch

Geotek Industries, Inc.

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Suite 607

Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas J. Keller

Michael S. Wroblewski

Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard,
McPherson and Hand, Chartered

901 15th Street, N.W.

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20005



Thomas Gutierrez
Lukas, McGowan, Nace
& Gutierrez
1819 H Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20006

Anne P. Jones

David A. Gross

Kenneth G. Starling
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
1275 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Brian D. Kidney

Pamela J. Riley
Kathleen Abernathy
Pactel Corpcration

2999 Oak Road, MS 1050
Walnut Creek, CA 94569

Frederick J. Day, Esqg.
1110 N. Glebe Road, Suite 500
Arlington, VA 22201-5720

Russell H. Fox

Gardner, Carton & Douglas
1301 K Street, N.W.

Suite 900, East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005

Joel H. Levy

Cohn and Marks

1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20036

Shirley S. Fujimoto
Brian Turner Ashby
Keller and Heckman

1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

C. Douglas Jarrett
Michael R. Bennet
Keller and Heckman

1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

Wayne V. Black

Tamara Y. Davis

Martin W. Bercovici
Keller and Heckman

1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

Frederick M. Joyce

Jill M. Lyon

Joyce & Jacobs

2300 M Street, N.W.
Suite 130

Washington, D.C. 20037

William J. Franklin, Chartered
Roamer One, Inc.

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20006-3404

JoAnne G. Bloom

Frank Michael Panek

Ameritech

2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60195

Philip L. Verveer

Sue D. Blumenfeld

Francis M. Buono

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
1155 21st Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20036-3384

Michael F. Altschul
Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association
Two Lafayette Centre

Third Floor
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Edward R. Wholl

Jacqueline E. Holmes Nethersole
Katherine S. Abrams

NYNEX Corporation

120 Bloomingdale Road

White Plains, NY 10605



George Y. Wheeler

Koteen & Naftalin

1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036

David L. Nace

Marci E. Greenstein
Elizabeth R. Sachs, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace &
Gutierrez, Chtd.

1819 H Street, N.W.
Seventh Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006

Martin T. McCue

Linda Kent

United States Telephone
Association

900 19th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006-2105

Jeffrey S. Bork

U.S. West Communications
1020 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20036

W. Bruce Hanks

Century Cellunet, Inc.
100 Century Park Avenue
Monroe, LA 71203

Linda C. Sadler

Rockwell International Corp.
1745 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

Michael J. Shortley, III
Rochester Telephone Corporation
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

Rodney L. Joyce

Ginsburg, Feldman and Bress
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

William J. Gordon
In-Flight Phone Corp.
1146 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20036

William J. Cowan

New York State Department
of Public Service

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

David L. Jones

Rural Cellular Association
2120 L Street N.W.

Suite 810

Washington, D.C. 20037

Gail L. Polivy

GTE
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1200

Washington, D.C. 20036

Alan R. Shark
Telecommunications Assoc., Inc.
1835 K Street, N.W., Suite 203
Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael D. Kennedy
Mary Brooner

Motorola, Inc.

1350 I Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Judith St. Ledger-Roty
Marla Spindel

J. Laurent Scharff
Matthew J. Harthun

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
1200 18th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

James P. Tuthill

Betsy S. Granger

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell
140 New Montgomery St.

Room 1525

San Francisco, CA 94105

James L. Wurtz

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004



Ashton R. Hardy
Bradford D. Carey
Majorie R. Esman
Hardy & Carey, L.L.P.
111 Veterans Boulevard
Suite 225

Metairie, LA 70005

Robert B. Kelly
Douglas L. Povich
Kelly, Hunter, Mow
& Povich, P.C.
1133 Connecticut Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

G.A. Gorman

North Pittsburgh Telephone
Company

4008 Gibsonia Road

Gibsonia, PA 15044-9311

Terrence P. McGarty

Telmarc Telecommunications,
Inc.

24 Woodbine Road

Florham Park, NJ 07932

Paul Rodgers

Charles D. Gray

James Bradford Ramsay

National Association of
Regulatory Utility
Commissioners

1102 ICC Building

Post Office Box 684

Washington, D.C. 20044

John M. Goodman, Esq.
Bell Atlantic

1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

William L. Roughton, Jr., Esq.

Bell Atlantic Personal
Communications, Inc.
1310 N. Courthouse Road

Arlington, VA 22201

S. Mark Tuller, Esqg.

Bell Atlantic Mobile
Systems, Inc.

180 Washington Valley Road

Bedminster, NJ 07921

John T. Scott, III

Crowell & Moring

1001 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Jeffrey L. Sheldon

Sean A. Stockes

Utilities Telecommunications
Council

1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Suite 1140

Washington, D.C. 20036

Carl W. Northrop

Bryan Cave

Suite 700

700 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Jay C. Keithley

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Sprint Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1100

Washington, D.C. 20036

Stuart F. Feldstein

Robert J. Keller

Steven N. Teplitz
Fleischman and Walsh

1400 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20036

Henry M. Rivera

Larry S. Solomon

Jay S. Newman

Ginsburg, Feldman & Bress,
Chartered

1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas J. Casey

Simone Wu

Timothy R. Robinson

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher
& Flom

1440 New York Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005



Norman P. Leventhal

Raul R. Rodriguez

Stephen D. Baruch
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20006-1809
Mark Golden

Telocator

1019 19th Street, N.W.

Suite 1100

Washington, D.C. 20036

Raul R. Rodriguez
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006
Randall B. Lowe

Mary E. Brennan

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
1450 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Michael R. Carper, Esq.

CenCall Communications
Corporation

3200 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, CO 80110

Henry Goldberg
Joanthan L. Wiener
Daniel S. Goldberg
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener

& Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Bruce D. Jacobs

Glenn S. Richards

Fisher, Wayland, Cooper,
Leader and Zaragoza

2001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

Lon C. Levin

AMSC Subsidiary Corporation
10802 Park Ridge Boulevard
Regton, VA 22091

Werner K. Hartenberger
Laura H. Phillips

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 23rd Street, Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20037

Albert H. Kramer

David B. Jeppsen

Robert F. Aldrich

Keck, Mahin & Cate

1201 New York Avenue, N.W.
Penthouse Suite
Washington, D.C. 20005
Bruce Renard, Esqg.
Peoples Telephone Company
2300 Northwest 89th Place
Miami, Florida 33172

Richard M. Tettelbaum
Louis M. Gurman
Coleen M. Egan
Gurman, Kurtis, Blask

& Freedman, Chartered
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036
David E. Weisman, Esquire
Alan S. Tilles, Esquire
Mevyer, Faller, Weisman and

Rosenberg, P.C.
4400 Jenifer Street, N.W.
Suite 380
Washington, D.C. 20015
William B. Barfield
Jim O. Llewellyn
BellSouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Leonard J. Kennedy
Laura H. Phillips
Richard S. Denning

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037



R. Gerard Salemme

Cathleen A. Massey

McCaw Cellular Communications,
Inc.

1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

4th Floor

Washington, D.C. 20036

Howard J. Symons

Gregory A. Lewis

Kecia Boney

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris
Glovsky and Popeo, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20004

Robert S. Foosaner, Esq.

Lawrence R. Krevor, Esq.

NEXTEL Communications, Inc.

800 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

Peter Arth, Jr.

Edward W. O’Neill

Ellen S. Levine

California Public Utilities
Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

John D. Lockton

Managing Partner

Corporate Technology Partners

100 S. Ellsworth Avenue

9th Floor

San Mateo, CA 94401

Daryl L. Avery

Peter G. Wolfe

District of Columbia Public
Service Commission

450 5th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20001

* Hand Deliver

David A. Reams

Grand Broadcasting Corporation
P.O. Box 502

Perrysburg, OH 43552

James D. Ellis

William H. Free

Paula J. Fulks

Southwestern Bell Corporation

175 E. Houston

Room 1218

San Antonio, TX 178205

Wayne Watts

Linda M. Hood

Southwestern Bell Mobile
Systems, Inc.

17330 Preston Rd, Suite 100A

Dallas, TX 75252

David L. Hill

Audrey P. Rasmussen

O’ Connor & Hannan

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20006




